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' 1nvo1vement 1n Ph. D counse11ng Dsycho]oqy triﬁn1nq programs .as a

..

- s g

+ . 3
.

T ~
Student Involvement: A Survey of

. . . - .
oy . Counse11ng§Psycho]oqﬂ?Tra1n1ng Progrdms - . S ‘.
Sl .
T Abstrac}y ST /ﬂa .
L] . - ‘/ﬁ' .
Research in the areas of management and orqan1zat1o nal behavior .
: . LE
1ends supoort to the 1mportance of 1nvo1v1ng a11 organf;~t1ona1 ”,‘._¢~'
K ¢ - . N

_ ,members»1n .decision mak1ng processes ‘ Th1s1;nvo1vement a1lows the

:;1nd1v1dua1s 1nvo1ved to meet the1r needs of ‘self- dejerm1na£\d

.Y
w1th1n the organ1zat1on a51we11 as 1moroves the guallity of the

: dec1s1ons made. Japanese managers Have been aware of the advantages

Co

: of emp]oy nvo1vement in-a fo knohn asvﬂua11ty Contro] Circles - iy
Jmﬂﬁ P

3

(Oucht, 1981). . In th1s organ1zat1ona1 schema, emp]ovee; who work

~

>
together corm(c1rc1es that meet weekly "to study prob]ems, co]]ect ~

©and analyze data and, formu]ate and 1mp1ement problem, so1v1ng steps .

Conse%uent]y, conflict between the needs of the emp]oyees and the

0rgan1zat1on are‘d1m1n1shed and emp]oyees are more 11ke1y to be

(- . : oo -

loyal, comhitted and product1ve (Pasca]e & Athos, 1981)

The theory and research cited above m1qht usefu]]y be app11ed

“ -

to student 1nvo1vement in counse11ng psycho]ody*tra1n1ng programs

The nurpose of th19 Daper”1s to 1nvest1gate the level of student

<

[

way of assess1nq the1r~hea1th« In the §pr1ng Qf 1983 a survey of' - .

'counse11ng psvcho1ogy tra1ning proqrams assessed their jevels of

student anvol»ement D1rectors and students comp]géed quest1onna1resJ

wh1ch 1nvest1gated4both(forma1 and 1nforma1 mechanisms of student



invb]Vement, the_impact of that invoTvement .”idea1W ﬁeve]s of .

©

etudent invo]@ement and barr1ers tpward reach1ng/these 1eve1s

‘ f'Ana1yseS 1dent1f1ed the‘nature and extent of s tudent involvement
' acroes tfa1n1ng programs as we11 as. d1fferences between the o
, l'pendegtions of'studént inJ}]vement bx Directors and “students. -
Result§,of.the survey aréfgreseqfedjand H%scyssedﬁg _.‘v'_ ‘e
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T e ’dIntroduction:' E ".
Theory and research in the -areas of mafagement and % Lo
. . ‘ s ° . N ( s -
.organizationa1 behavior‘]end(ébpport to the importance-of invo]viniv;)'

p—

all members 1n the dec1s1on=mak1ng processes of an organ1zat1on.

This .body. of know]edge m1ght usefu11y be apo11ed to the 1ssue of .

v

' student 1nvo1vement in counse11ng psycho]oqy tra1n1ng programs by

B .z|.

conceptua11z1ng students as members, albeit temporarv ones, of the

*  .training program s;grgan1zat19n *The purposes of th1s paper are

’

‘twofold: (1) to extend this theory and research to the 1ssueﬂof -
" student involvement and (2) to report the results of a'SUrvéy of.

: ﬁ?tudent involvement i counseling psychology-training programs done
in the Spring of 1983. T, - s |
Theoretica1 Rationale | ,ﬂ..

~

approach 'Katz & Kahn, 1966), members of an or 1zat1on will seek \

s

to meet their needs of self- determ1nat1on, accomp11shment and the
.-\express1on of 1nd1v1dua1-sk11]s and talemts w1th1n‘the organ1zat1on‘ -

of which they arela membér; Katz &hkahn express the belfef that a

continuing cha]lenge and maJor task for organ1zat1ona1 leaders 1s

'to d1rect this enthusiasm and mot1vat1on of the group members ' “

w7y

atoward the accomp11shment of the collective task. The creat1on of
N -

: formal and informal mechanisms of involvement can be seen then as -

organ1zationa1 attempts to 1nvq1ve their members in ways des1gned

,to,meet both the needs of the'organ1zat1qn and of the mEmbers
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)// The creat on of democrat1c procedures wh1ch 1nvoTVe members

a

'report that wjthin onan1zat1ons that use these Quality Cohtro]
| WyEn ,

organ1zat1_n
to meet this cha]]enge and 1mprove the qua11ty>o¥twork life f&r
the1r employees (Tutt]e,P1983) A recent and perhaos the most

well known evoTu;1on 0

Contro] Circle, or1g1nate By Japanese managers as the1r way of

insuring worker 1nvo1vement¢1n the dec1s1on mak1ng processes of '

. jthe organization (Ouchi, 1981). ‘In this- organ1zat1ona1 schema, G
. ! . R . » ” ¢

emp]oyees who work together fo)m circles, or'sma11~g?oDQs, that

meet week]y to study prob]emst co]]ect and analyze. data amd)

formuTate and implement problem, so1v1ng steps Japénese managers/

3

C1rc1es, conflict between the needs of the emp]ovees ﬂnd the .'f

'organ1zat1on are d1m1n1shed and the_@mp1oxfes are. more 1oya1

'comm1tted and product1ve (Pascale & Athos, 1981)

' _dec1sion mak1ng ‘and other 1igdership r%spons1b

Indeed, it has become»ax1omat1cxand has Seen demonstrated .

v

repeated]y 1n sma]] groyp research and in- organizat1ona1 stud1es N
8

(Aronson,, 1980 Gray,_& Stfrke, 19775 Katz & Kahn, 1966) that peo‘me

have greater feeﬂ1ngs of” omm1tment to dec1s1ons/1n which they
- 7/

have a part. More\her, it appears that the drz}ribution of.
}

1t1es w1thin an

'V

~ organization 1mproves performance by more fuLJy uti]iiing a11

y - - ‘ * ) ,‘( , .
' t . ‘-.//' "; ' * Lot ,
¢ - . / C A N ,‘/‘ 1 ¢
A o 3
. o , )
. PN ke . ’ ] l. \
» ] //l o oW
T \ vy . {] % "
ey
' v /1.,‘ b /o

ppears to be the maJor way. organ1zat1ons have chosen ‘;

¢
his form of nar 1c1pat1on is the Qua11ty
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members* knowledge and skills. "Th1s pr1nc1p1e of d1str1but1ng

L.the functions of‘geadersh1p, cannot be extended 1ndef1n1te1y, of
course or the organ1zat1on will be depr1ved of the effect1veness

of tha d1v1s10n of ]abor (Katz & Kahn 1966). Katz and Kahn ,'~

_(1966) believe that the members shar1ng in organ1zat1o€§1 k .

-,dec1s1ons 1eads to the1r percept1qn of be1ng/pn 1mportant part of
the organ1zat1on wh1ch in turn ]eads to reducedwturnover and '
absentee1sm, 1ncreased product1v1ty and 1ncreased spontaneous and
1nnovat1vé behavior by the organ1zat1ona1 members

" These hypotheses have been supported by empirfical research as’

‘4

¢
wgll. Wh1te and L1pp1tt (1953), in p1oneer1ng study, demonstrated

4
,that ch11dren showed better 1nteroersona1 re]at1ons. h1gher morafe

: and greater product1v1tv under a democrat1c sty]e of 1eadersh1p
ﬂ§han in an autocrat1c atmosphere S1m11ar]y, Coch and Frghch°

(1953) found th 1ncreases in employee part1c1pat1on in ‘the. form
’

..of group meét1ngs. ]ed to-increased product1on and to,fewer
fymptoms of res1stence and ooanict W1th the management of these

-

.? ” organizations. ; » .
3 " More recently, French Israel and As (1960) denonstrated that
(o P
emp]oyee\participation affected labor- management re]ations and job

«
sat1sfaction ‘but on]y when the~employees felt that the1r , !

part1c1pat1on was legitimate and of 1mportance Token

. partjcipatﬁgn.or participation not perceived of'as important did
not increase employee morale.

\

~

r o




. In conc]us1on 1eg1t1mate emp]oyee part1c1pat1on 1n an'
organ1zat1on s dec1s1on mak1ng processes apoears to be 1mportant

for 1mproV1ng the qua11tv of work life, 1n1cud1ng 1ncreased morale,
product1v1t§ and employee comm1tment as we]] as 1mprov1ng the

- actual qua11ty of the dec1s1;ns made by the(organ1zat1on
'Pr1nc1p1es generated by: this body of organ1zat1ona1 theory and

research, then, might. usefu]]y be app11ed to’ counse11ng psycho]ogy

»

.tra1n1ng programs by conceptua11z1ng students as 1mportant

although temporary, members of the training programs who br1ng

ﬂ\'WTth them expert1se and enthusiasm and thus make 1mportant

~

. contr1butgons to the on- go1ng dec1s1on mak1ng processes of the

e

. training orogram. : | . ©
AP . o
B | L E ' Method | -

‘ In the Spr1ng of 1983 two student 1nvo1vement surveys were

sent to the counseling psvchology«training programs whose Direc&ors
were members of the Counc11 of Counse11nq Psychology Training

Programs as listed on the 1981-1982 rostLr,, The Directors were

A“

asked to complete one survey and requestéd to ask a student ing °

[}

the1r prdgram to comp]ete the second idedtica] survey Ninety

l
surveys WQre mailed.- Twelve were returneH with notes saving that

there was no 1onger & counseling psycho]o?y training program

'*%ﬁ-operating at that school or the survey had been sent in error

“

a Thirty three Directors comp1eted and returhed thotr surveys for a

Yy n . \

. .""}( '
J . ~ 5

“w -
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: response rate of 42%. : Twenty e1ght students comp]eted.and
-returned the1r surveys f0r a response rate of 36%. Of the surveys
.returned 48% (N=16) represented ‘APA approved or prov1s1ona11y .
approved programs, 30% (N= 10) represented programs that were not
current]y APA approved but wene in bhe process of seeking approva]
whi]e 21% (N 7) represented non~APA approved programs with no
future plans to- seek this aporova] Tables 1 and 2 reflect further

demograph1c descr1pt1ons of the programs who are represented in

‘the study. - ‘\‘ TN

Insert Tables 1 and 2 apput here \

> - = \\ -'

I[nstrument ‘\\

The survey instrument, ent1t1ed Student Invo]vement Survey,

' Was constructed to assess formal and 1nforma1 mechanisms of student
involvement, and perce1ved 1mpact of. student 1nvo1vement In .
addition, respondents were asked to describe their “ideal" Tevels
of student 1nvo1vement, perceived or anticipated barriers-toward
these levels and their satisfaction with current 1evels of student
involvement existing in their programs. (See Appendix A for the '
conp1otelsurvey.) o ) ' ’

| nesults
Mechanisms of Student Involvemont, ‘¢ o

Formal Student Involvement :

]

Results of the survey indicate that 94% of counseling psychoTogy

A

TR



, .k A .
training programs have at least one formal mechanism for involving

students in the program, Of the remaining 6% (N=2), one‘of these ! |
A programs is a newly created program (January,'l983) and one. reports
‘plans to forma11y In{iude students soon. These- forméI mechanisms
- -include e]écted, appo:nted or volunteer students who represent»the
dther students' points of view. . Seventy percent of <the Ddreetors
surveyed reported that these representat1ves attena facu]ty
meet1ngs, moreover 52% of these D1rectors reported that these _,
student representatives have full vdting rignts on all issues
except tnose involving other students,‘-Other duties of these k‘~
fOnna]-stydent‘representatives include serving:on_committees.
acting as Tiasons between*§tudents and Facu]ty; handling faculty
evaluations end mentoring new students. The most frequent1y
mentioned task was‘committee work; the most often mentioned -

commi ttee was the admissions tommittee. Thirty-nine percent of the

-

programs surveyeg included students on this committee; 19%
mentioned.the. inclusion of students on the cirriculum conmittee; 16
“mentioned the inclusion of stqdents on the policy committee and 137
mentfoned the inclusion of students on the faculty search committee.
Most of the student representatives are elccted hy‘the students
or by a formal student organization but in one program only faculty
nmnters'are allowed to vote in representative elections and in one

L. brogram faculty seloct the student representative from a grdun of

three students elected first by the students. In addition to

" | 10




:L
these formal student representatives,:-36% of the programs surveyed
have formal student orqanizqtion;géuch as GraduétevStudent" |
Associations or'Counseling\PsyCthogy Clubs. -

»

-The’students éurygyed'had very similar ideas about the duties
of the éormal'étudént representatives. ,Jﬁey mentioned that the%5
périodi?él%y poliéd student opinioﬁ,;promoted faculty¥student
conmunication and-fn genefa] representated‘Ehe interests of the

. students to the faculty. OQther duties mentjoned%included serving
on committees, reprasenting the program to the Oepartmeht,'updatinq

K \ by
program brochures and helping the faculty prepare for APA site

4

-visits. It should also be noted that statistical tests indicate
(o} - . '
that{program stze does not seem to be associated with the

' 4
existence of mechanisms for formal student involvement nor does

APA accreditation. APA and non APA programs do not differ on their

use of formal mechanisms of student“involvemcpt.

v

Informal Student Involvement
Organizational psychologists have also speculated that the
L) : - . " : ,
existence of informal, less conspicuous mechanisms of worker

- v

fnvolvement impacts the organization and. s dasocfated with
tncreased performance and satisfaction. ln(ﬂ:;, 70T of the
Directors surveyed and 61% of the students reported the extstence
of informal mochdnisms of student fnvolvement in their training
programs, The theme of "déctorﬁl students as junior éolleaqueﬁ“
was mentjoned by 15% of the Direcéor;. In these programs students

/' a
‘ '
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are involved in programatic teaching, research, social events and

. workshoos. Twenty-one oercent of #he Jirectors menticned that the
v /

students sponsored workshops and sem{nars, other Functipns students
are fu-ifiﬂing for their training programs in'chxde‘planninq social
events, 6rientat10n'for new students, nrdhnizinq internship files,
computer lanquage files and ordganizing faculty brown-baqg luncheons.
A ’ N

Again, as with formql involvement, APA approved programs and non
APA aporoved programs do not differ significantly in the dearee of
informal student involvement or in the kind of ways students are

A

involved., This {5 true for small and larqge nrograms as well.

Addi ttonal torms of Stadent Involvement
The'survey requezied the Directors and students to describe

cany additional forms of student involvement that exist within their
tratning programs.  Sev®ral Directors mentfoned that Doctoral
“tudents are highly fnvolved in the training and supervision ;)f
students in the Hasters program,  Other forms of {nvolvement
fnclude the assignment of each Doctoral “tudent to a faculty merber
to a55ist in teaching, research, supervisfon and socfal affatrs, in
return for financtal atd (N=1), hav!nq‘thn students do volunteer
work in the clinfc associated with the profgram (Ni/). r;lannlnﬁ the:

annual faculty-wtudent retreat (N-1) and participating in faculty-

L tudent sports t.(;amt; {N=2). "



L]

hvcomm1ttées Students surveyed a1so reported that student

Impact of Student Invo]vement SR o - ‘?;_'d'( N

'!a]though Dﬂrectors and students d1ffered s1gn1f1cant1v om'the1r

hiring.

The D1réctors surveved reoorted that students have had a - .

is1gg1f1cant 1mpact on many areas'of the1r tra1n1nd-§rograms including
tprogram po11cv format1on, program curr1cu1um studv anddgeknges,

n"adm1ss1on of new students, program qoa]s, prOgram sem1nars, fécu]ty

h1r1ng, student adm1n1stered comm1ttees and facu]ty adm1n1stered

I .

-

1nvo1vement has 1mnacted these areas of the1r tra1n1ng orograms

A reports of the number of areas of- student Jmoact (F= =4.81, p<. 05)
(See Table’ 3’for Direttors'and student's’perceptionS‘of impact.)

“In all cases, D1rectors perce1ved student impact to be greater than

d1d the studentst D1rectors and students d1ffered§§ost s1gn1f1cant1y

in their‘perceptions of student impact on,the areas of program

-

~policy formation, nrogram curriculum, program goals and faculty

Insert Table 3 about here ~ . .

«

However most D1nectors and students agreed that there ex1sts

a oos1t1ve re1at1onsh1p between student involvement and mora1e of

.both students.and facu]ty.‘ F1fty f1ve oercent (N 18) of the

Direotors surveyed reported.that student 1nvo1vement was good for -

e

student mora1e'whi1e 27% (N¥Q) felt it was qgood for faculty mora]e

u‘as'we]1. D1rectors spoke very pos1t1ve1y of the 1mpact of student -

L 13

-
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' 1nvo1vement say1ng that students br1ng knOw]edge and concern to. the1r
programs, he1p mo]d their orograms to meet the 1nd1v1dua1 student's
needs and in qenera] "keep facu]ty more honest " | |
l///z Students also renorted that student 1nvoLvement is good for
student mora]e 43% (N 12) and facu]ty morale (36% (N 10

o However, 25% of the students (N 7) ment1oned that student mora]e

was 1ow w1th a consonant fée11ng of havtng 11tt1e 1moact on the
orogram espec1a11y in the areas of po11c} and curricular éhanges
In add1t1on, two students ment1oned that the cons1derat1on of

‘_ student op1n1dn bv the facu]txﬁdepended great]y upon wh1ch
part1cu1ar st dent presented the idea. Thus, 1t is not surpr1s1ng
that the D1reTtors and students d1ffered on the1r reoorts of
sat1sfact1on V1th their current levels of student 1nvo1vement

o D1rectors fee] more sat1sf1ed w1th the student 1nvo1vement ex1st1ng

;ﬂ1n_thejr prog ams than do students (X2=5.46; n<310). In general,
hoWeyer; most|Directors and students agreed thatlstudents have
'postti;e1y inoaoted their training orograms and that a oositiVe

| re]at1onsh1p ex1sts between the mora]e of both the students and

facu]ty and student 1nvo1vement It should be noted, as we]] that

small and 1arge programs do- not d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y on the number
~of areas impacted by student 1nvo1vement nor do APA and non APA )//'

- approved programs. N 4 e - //f
- . v ' N . : - § /

Ideal Levels.of Student Involvement and Perceived Barriers *

-

In addition to being queridd about formal and informal /




-¢

‘/ students viere a]so asked to descr1be "1dea1" Tevels of student

/ﬁ" 1nvo1veTent and experienced or ant1c1pated barr1ers toward th1s.
,/i level. expected most D1rectors fe]t that ideal levels, of
| »student.?:\glyement-have eféaged students in all maJor areas off
\ the program, including poTicy and curr1cu1um dec1s1ons Many .
D1rectors mentﬂoned that student involvement was necessany for
-%tudent 1earn1ng, that students shou]d have 1ncreas1ng o
respons1b111t1es in the program, and that one goal of student ’

N

1nvoTvement should be engaging students in. prov1d1ng feedback about
the program s ef;ect1veness ~ Several D1rectors mentioned that ‘
‘ extens1ve student~4“vo1vement is 1dea1 and indeed is necessarv to
help students fash1on their profess1ona1 identities as counse11ng
psycho]og1sts One D1rector ca]]ed 1t "se]f 1nvo1vement" and sa1d
it was necessary to maximize student 1earn1ng and that student
:1nvo1vement must demonstrate a h1gh 1eve1 of facu]ty -student
academic, profess1ona1 and persona] commﬁttment
Th1s was not the case w1th all D1rectoh§e»howeveh. Several
D1rectors di ffered s1gn1f1cant1y from the ideal 1eve1s descr1bed
above. These D1rectors conceptua11zed students more as "consu]tants‘
| on major dec1s1ons and\agsues with the final decision mak1ng
~remaining as the sole prerogat1ve of therfacu1ty.
. Students, too, concentualize a high level of student

involvement as the ideal. A common theme was the desire for
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' facu]ty to;treat stuéents as colleagues rath¢r than as‘subordinates; :

many students efo%ssed the desire for formal vot1nq riqhts and
' attendance at all facu]ty meet1ngs 0] that students and facu]ty
_cou]d work. together on issues 1mportant to. the orogram 'Many
students expressed the concern and des1re to .be actively involved
and have d1rect access to decisions that affect the1r train1ng
| Regarding barr1ers, severa] D1rectors ment1oned the lack of
cont1nuhty of ?ﬁe students because of the1r matriculation through
the program and the "resistance! that some facu]ty members show
toward” the 1nvo1vement of ‘the students The most commonly

gentioned barrier by ‘the Directors, however (18%) is the time

. *-onstra1nt p]aced upon the students bv the academ1c demands of the
program leaving them 11tt1e time. to devote to orogrammat1c
’ -adm1n1str&t1ve work. Other barr1ers ment1oned by the.D1rectors

are\1isted»in Table 4.

»Insert Table 4 & 5 here

Students also felt that a prominent barrier in the way of

. redching the ideal 1eve1 of student 1nvo1vement is the "busy ness'
of the- students as well as. studentsI 1ack of motivation to
part1c1pate -0One student ment1oned the awkwardness of be1ng a
student reoresentat1ve and descr1bed it as ”1os1nq my country -
‘feelina neither like a}facu]ty member or a member of the student

' body,.'However, the most often'mentioned barriers were faculty

[3
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res1stence, and the apafhy of the studenti, both wentiq“ed by 184 *
(N= 5) of the stUdents See'Tab1e 5 for further 11st1nq of barriers

: ment1oned by. the stud/nts ST

" Conclusion .
In conclusion, both Directors andAstudents conceptua]ixe high .
1eve1s of student 1nvo1vement as necessarv 1ngred1ents of We11-l., B

'funct1on1ng counse11ng psycho]bgy tra1n1ng programs, ment10n1ng.
! [] S

.

: organ1zat1ona1 rewards s1m11ar to those discussed_ by organ1zatTona1
managers These rewards include increased mora1e on the. part of-
'facu1ty and students, 1ncreased sat1sfact1on and 1ncreased
'comm1ttment to the program In addition, many D1rectors prize. the
know]edge and concern that student's bring to the1r tra1n1ng
programs and feel that h1gher quality dec1s1ons are made by- the

1nvo1vement of students with facu]ty in the decision mak1ng processes

However,“the results of th1s survev also indicate that 4?
D1rectors and students differ-on their. percept1ons of student v
involvement; Directors perce1ve student 1nvo1vement as haV1ng »

‘greater impact on ma]or dec1s1ons made by the facu]ty than do the
students. Consequent]y, students report be1ng %1gn1f1cant1y less
satisfied. w1th their 1eve1s of. 1nvo1vement than are D1rectors
| .”Nhen asked to descr1be jdeal levels of student 1nvo1vement,
* however, D1rectors and’students describe very s1m11ar levels of
1nvo1vement and ment1on very s1m11ar barr1ers to th1s level, in
\

.part1cu1ar the “busy—ness" of the students with acadenic and S

Y
N SN
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‘[t seems c1ear then, that aTthough student invo1vement is an :

| ~f1nanc1a1
; important aspect of We1] functioning. tra1n1ng programs, and is
'h1gh1y prized by both students and.iacu]ty, Directors and students
need to work closely together to create 1eve1s of student
1nvo1vement that- are comfortab]e for both faculty and students

and to create environments 1n which th1s 1nvo1vement can grow and

4

prosper..‘
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

16 .
n
’7 !
SN none ~ small medium . large larger very large
YA , -l M- 21-30 31440 +41
. LA % '. N , :
Full: time s})‘c(ents 0 3., 15 - <7 4 3
?7 1 /;y . .
4. 9 -4 2 2 1
-\ -~
Table 2 ]
Faculty )
- > »
) ‘none  small medium \ large  very large
L 158 6-10  11-15 16-25
% Full-time 0 13 13 3- 0
-~ o B
Part-time 30013 10 1 1
_ N , v
\C ' v
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N Comparison of Directors and}Students'Percepbﬁons

' , of the Impact of St;deﬁt‘}gvoivement R
. JEEa | —% | A -
. , L N
Program Area o % af Directors who ¢ % of Students who
reported student imnact _ reported student impact
A P | ¢ N
Policy ‘ ‘88 29 .64 18 * pe.05
-~ Curriculum | 97 2 68 19+ * pe.0S
Admiss ion - I S50 14,
' Goals ' 79 26 - 54 15 % p<.05
, Seminars ' 'Bé‘ } P/ o 20
Faculty hiring 2 2t | 39 M1+ pe.00]
Student Committees 73 28 7 ‘-; 50 14 .‘ B
Facd]ty Committees - . 70 23 | y " 61 17 ”

\
£ .
P %

‘Directdrs and.Students also differéd,on the number of areas they perceived the

“student impact. F=4.81 60 df, p<.05




, Table 4 \ 0

c Bdrricrs,Towa}d Student Involvément “

.

<.
_»_Director's Perceptions’

Sx N
"Busyrﬁcss"of student's with academic demands as well as.finangial y
obligations \ ' . ' Ct 18 6
~ Student turnover which leads to a lack of continuity; lack a "history" <1 3
Faculty resistance - | ‘ . <12
”  Faculty teaching and advising loads are too heavy to involve students <1 1
'.Pre55ure.from the Department to.accept more students in the program , .
consequently having more students in the program than optimal - <1 ]
A-political students b | ' o<l
Lack of financial aid which would permit.-students more time to*devote N
to the program ' <] 1
Lack of ddministrative autonomy'of the program . . <] 1
Lack of student "rewards" to the faculty fér providing involvement . <1
Difficuity‘éf keeping information confidential if students were to be v
invo]ved;ﬁnzprogrammatic business B \ : <] 1
| /.
A
~
‘ ’\
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Table & AS

. e A\
farriers Toward Student [nvolvement
C -

) . Student's Perceptions
S — . r._,.__-*...m.,,,.A.,,....‘,.,,,._.’..,,, onp e e e s S R S x'*—:-ﬁ e e ontoobom e o DTG i T T T T
. \\ . 4
Faculty resistance - , ;' . '

A-political students

“Busy-ness" of students'with academic demands as well as financial
obligations ' '

Student turnover which leads to a lack of continuity: lack a "history”

s
a

.. lLack of administrative autonomy of the program

External\stafdards such as APA Accreditation quidelines
Awkardness of being a student repfesentative; lose your “country”
Faculty lack of cohesiveness ' : =

Student lack of skills necessary to particinate in programmatic
decisions : i .

Faculty favoritism of certain'studenté

Lack of central meeting place for students

18
18
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; __— Appendis A N '
b, [ ' . ’
* STUOENT [HVOLVEMINT SURVEY :
|, Demoyraphic Data .
U oL .
A;  Studeats .
How many full-time doctural studenty does your program have?
(NOT including  those on interpship or post intérnship) s ———
How mdny part-time dogtoral students dues your program have! . e
8. Faculty
How many full-time “core” counieling facylty dues your program nave! e
How manyg part-time counseling faculty doed your program have? e
: : ( INCLUDING adjunct faculty) :
C. APA Membership .
15 your program APA apJ}oved? o e
[f yes, when was it approved? I

Are you in the process of seeking APA apnraval?

— .
[1. Formal Student Involvement .

Please check the following type of formal student representation in your prcgram:.-
(Check as many as apply)

elected (EX: The students,vote on specific student representatives) _

Y 4
appointed (EX: The Director asks a specific student to perform
a specific funtion.) .

J s

volunteer (EX: A student volunteers to be on a faculty-run cormittee)

E

~

other

.

If ybu haye checked any of the above, please describe’the function, history and

length of\thyis student involvement. ,
.‘\ " e TTm——— """‘““""“'"‘”“"“V"""?"" T T T ——
\l
A e

e g ———: R
e e 7t
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whal gre The wpec b Bylios of your stydent vepredenfalios !
. * * : e ) o
) v
. SR ) . A e
e - e e~ & R
<’ )
. B X | “
F P % .. L - o P - - . v *
How many Tormal tcprcucn!gziucga;clcg{cd. appointed, yalyhleer o sther forrd
does your prograsn haye! \
How uflen and by whon are they uh‘(l\)‘ Selected?

P, Inforemal Student [nvolverent

v
Gaes your Hragran have tefor=al formg gf sludent repregentatiogn?  {t,.e., cerlatn
studnet evalve into leadership roles without forral cmotigninmy, Gf v Pydent 1,0l
VOTORL Strydturing this involveront) 1

(€ B o

ifoyes, please briefly Jescribe the History Of tThiy invelvemen?, {now lorg #ps°

P Leen operaling?  who it tiated 1070 it role gid fung Trapn (4o Ltudents Gerye
an coreittees, plan seminars, otc. ),

e e i e e et b i 6 e 0 e e i e

% / .
) Y A P
/
/ — . e
/ \
IV. Areas (7 impact
'd In wh t areas have studeats been mvolvcd in your prcgraf"? Please chelh each
that/anplies.
w B !
__ program policy formation , '
L - ) {
s program curriculum study and charges [Zourse ffemings, seduserces;
e ___ admission of students - N
el program goals - _ . ®
ERIC | : /o2
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Yor the areas of invoix ‘
Ppie irpacl in Yesys o a0t chgr ey, fe
facylty-margle and satisfacilon, olc

ity haye (hedted
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V. Additional areas of sludentoing

e

3 o g o2, Eapt S RO I TR 4 wt Rase 0.
Goes your progra®m have any olhet forms of student nvole 4.”‘.“:-! ": ;s{’ . L
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o, - Wha ‘ bout the idea]_]eve1Aof sthdent.invo]vgment.in_Counse]ing
- Psychology training programs? - What barriers do you forsee or have you R

* ~ experienced toward reaching this ideal level? How 'satisfied, are-you with
your present ]eve1vof student involvement? ‘ T _ T

¢ L]

‘What are your ideas a
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